EPA/ESD/R09-97/037
1997

EPA Superfund
Explanation of Significant Differ ences:.

SAN FERNANDO VALLEY (AREA 1)
EPA ID: CAD980894893

OuU 03

NORTH HOLLYWOOD, CA
02/12/1997



<I MG SRC 970370>
<I MG SRC 97037A>

San Fernando Valley Superfund Site
Bur bank Qperabl e Unit

Second Expl anation of Significant D fferences
to the
Record of Decision

United States Environnental Protection Agency
Region | X - San Franci sco, CA
February 12, 1997



< I M5 SRC 97037B>
SECOND
EXPLANATI ON OF S| GNI FI CANT DI FFERENCES
DECLARATI ON

SI TE NAME AND LOCATI ON

San Fernando Valley Area 1
Bur bank Qperabl e Unit
Los Angel es County, California

I. Statenent of Basis and Purpose

Thi s deci si on docunent presents the Second Expl anation of Significant D fferences (ESD2) to the
interimrenedial action selected by the Burbank Qperable Unit (Burbank QU) Record of

Deci si on (ROD) signed June 1989. The Burbank OU ROD was previously nodified by an Expl anati on of
Significant D fferences dated Novenber 1990 (ESD1). Additional changes to the renedy were nade
in a 1992 Consent Decree, which was approved by the Central District of California federal
court. ESD2 has been devel oped in accordance with the Conprehensive Environnmental Response,
Conpensation, and Liability Act (42 U S C Section 9601 et. seq.) and the National Contingency
Plan (40 CF. R Section 300 et. seq.).

Il1. Description of the Selected Renmedy in the ROD in the ROD and ESD1

The Burbank QU ROD selected the interimrenedy for an area of groundwater contam nation, |ocated
within the San Fernando Valley Area 1 Superfund Site, which enconpasses wellfields which were
operated by the Gty of Burbank prior to being shut down as a result of the contam nation. The
ROD sel ected extraction of contam nated groundwater, treatment by air or steam stri pping,

and use of the treated water as a public water supply by the Gty of Burbank. The interimrenedy
was estimated to cost $69 nillion over 20 years (in 1989 dollars).

The ROD selected as the interimrenedy the extraction and treatnent of groundwater at a rate of
12,000 gallons per mnute (gpn). This was considered to be the extraction rate necessary to
hydraulically control, i.e. to prevent the spreading of, groundwater at concentrations of 100
parts per billion (ppb) of trichloroethylene (TCE) and 5 ppb of perchl oroethyl ene (PCE).
Extraction wells were to be placed in locations which would control plunme migration while
initiating aquifer restoration. The treatment technol ogy specified was either air stripping or
steamstripping, with off-gas control.

The ROD states that the treated water nust nmeet all existing federal and state Maxi mum

Contami nant Levels (MCLs) and State Action Levels (SALs). It also states that the water nust
nmeet all drinking water treatnent technol ogy requirenents. The ROD states a preference for
delivering the treated water to the Gty of Burbank's distribution systemfor use as a public
wat er supply. Using the treated water in this manner was consi dered preferable a discharging the
water to waste because it represents a beneficial use of the groundwater resource in a

wat er - poor region.

111, Summary of ESDL
ESD1 clarified and superseded certain parts of the Burbank QU ROD, as foll ows.

Based on new i nformation regardi ng the occurrence of nitrate in the groundwater (nitrate levels
turned out to be higher than anticipated), it becane clear that additional treatnent neasures
woul d be required in order for the extracted and treated groundwater to be used as a public

wat er supply. EPA decided to require blending of the extracted and treated Burbank QU
groundwater with a water supply lower in nitrates, such that the MCL is achieved in water served
to the public.

The nitrate bl endi ng requirenent increased the total amount of water produced by the interim
remedy. The total anmpbunt to be produced was hi gh enough that the possibility was raised that the
Cty of Burbank would not be able to accept the total quantity of water produced at the Burbank
QU. O her local water purveyors were unwilling to commit to accept excess water produced by the
Burbank QU treatnent plant. Therefore, in order to ensure that the interi mrenedy would



continue to extract contam nated groundwater at the intended capacity, EPA decided to require
reinjection of any excess water

EPA clarified that the interi mrenedy coul d be designed, constructed, and operated in phases.
Phasing the project allows for initial conpletion of a portion of the total extraction
wellfield and treatnent plant capacity. Operation of this first phase of the project allows
collection of data on aquifer response and treatnent plant efficiency. This data hel ps the
desi gn engi neer ro optimze the design of the follow ng project phases, and helps to optim ze
overal | groundwater containnent and treatnment efficiency for the project.

EPA clarified statenents in the ROD pertaining to containnent of groundwater containing TCE at
100 ppb and PCE at 5 ppb. These levels are not treatnent goals to be attained in groundwater,
but are to be used in designing the containnent area to be devel oped by the extraction
wel | field.

Because of the addition of reinjection as a conponent of the project, ARARs pertaining to
reinjection of extracted and treated groundwater were identified. Specifically nentioned was the
"Statenent of Policy with Respect to Maintaining Hgh Quality of Waters in California," which
requires that reinjected water not degrade existing water quality.

The additional cost due to ESDL changes in the interimrenmedy were estinmated at $8.8 mllion
over 20 years (in 1990 dollars).

IV. Summary of Additional Significant Differences (ESD2)

Based on additional study of the local (Burbank QU) groundwater system by Lockheed Martin, and
by EPA's consultant CHZM H I |, EPA has concluded that an extraction rate of 9,000 gpmresults in
substantially the sane | evel of groundwater containnent as an extraction rate of 12,000 gpm
Overall costs are reduced at the |ower extraction rate, because the need to construct and
operate expensive reinjection facilities is elimnated. Cost effectiveness is inproved because
the lower extraction rate nakes it less likely that the upper groundwater zone will becone

dewat ered, and thus will allow EPA to achieve its goal of preferentially punping the nost

contam nated zones. Based on these factors, EPA has |owered the interimrenedy extraction rate
to 9,000 gpm

EPA has decided to elimnate reinjection as a requirement based on projections that there wll
essentially be no excess water at the revised groundwat er extraction rate. The Gty of

Bur bank can substantially accept and has committed to accept, an average of 9,000 gpm fromthe
interimrenedy facilities.

Due to elimnation of reinjection fromthe project, the Burbank QU groundwater extraction rate
will not be a continuous 9,000 gpm The instantaneous extraction rate will fluctuate with the
Cty of Burbank's water demand. In recognition of the likelihood that it will not be possible to
extract groundwater at a rate of 9,000 gpm twenty-four hours a day, three hundred and
sixty-five days a year, EPA is specifying that the new extraction rate will be achieved as an
average rate, not an instantaneous rate.

EPA has al so decided to suspend the 9,000 gpmextraction rate requirenment during tines when
nitrate levels in the extracted groundwater exceed 50 ng/1 as nitrate. The ability to naintain
an annual extraction rate O 9,000 gpmis not only dependent on the Gty of Burbank's water
dermand, but al so upon nitrate concentrations in the extracted groundwater. It is possible that
these concentrations may rise high enough such that, during periods of |ow water denmand, it is
not possible to extract an average of 9,000 gpm and also neet the nitrate MCL. EPA's anal ysis
suggests chat even under the worst case scenario for nitrates, an average of 8,500 gpm woul d be
punped. EPA believes the interimrenedy will continue to be protective of human health and the
environnent even at this slightly reduced groundwater extraction rate, if it occurs, will only
occur on an occasi onal basis.

EPA estinmates that changes to the interimrenedy effected by ESD2 will reduce inplenentation
costs by $49 nillion (1995 dollars).

Further, the Gty of Burbank holds a public water supply operating permt, issued by the
California Departnent of Health Services. This permt has been anended to cover operation of the



Burbank QU treatnent facilities. The requirements of this permt will govern off-site
requirenents for drinking water protectiveness

V. Declaration

The sel ected renmedy, as nodified by this ESD, is protective of human health and the environnent,
attains federal and state requirenents that are applicable, or relevant and appropriate, to

this interimrenedial action, and is cost-effective. This renedy satisfies the statutory
preference for renedi es that enploy treatnment which pernmanently and significantly reduces the
volunme, toxicity or nobility of the hazardous substances as a principal elenent. It also
conplies with the statutory preference for renedies that utilize pernmanent solutions and
alternative treatnent technol ogi es or resource recovery technol ogi es to the nmaxi mum extent
practicable. As part of the renedy, groundwater nonitoring will be conducted to track

contami nant |evels at the Burbank Operable Unit and to nonitor the perfornance of the extraction
and treatnment systemin order to ensure adequate protection of human health and the environnent.
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San Fernando Valley Area 1, Burbank Operable Unit

SECOND EXPLANATI ON OF SI GNI FI CANT DI FFERENCES
February 12, 1997

I. Introduction

On June 30, 1989, the U S. Environnental Protection Agency (EPA) signed a Record of Decision
(RCD) for the San Fernando Valley Area 1 Superfund Site, Burbank Operable Unit (Burbank QU). On
Novenber 21, 1990 , EPA signed an Explanation of Significant Differences (ESDl) nodifying the
interimrenedial action selected in the ROD. The purpose of this Second Expl anation of
Significant Differences (ESD2) is to explain additional nodifications to the interimrenedial
action.

Under Section 117 of the Conprehensive Environnental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA) of 1980, as anended by the Superfund Amendrment and Reaut horization Act of 1986, and
pursuant to 40 CF. R Sec. 300.435 (c) (2) (i) Fed. Reg. 8666, 8852 (March 8, 1990)), EPA is
required to publish an Explanation of Significant D fferences when significant (but not
fundanental ) changes are nade to a final renedial action plan as described in a ROD.

Thi s docunent provides a brief background of the Site, a summary of the remedy selected in the
Bur bank QU ROD, a summary of changes nade to the renedy by ESD1, a description of the changes
to the remedy EPA is naking in this ESD2 (including howthe changes affect and better refine the
remedy selected in the ROD) and an expl anati on of why EPA i s making these changes.

EPA is issuing ESD2 in order to take into account technical data received after ESDL was si gned
in Novenber, 1990. The changes are: (1) Based on additional study of the local (Burbank QU
groundwat er system EPA has concluded that an extraction rate of 9,000 gallons per mnute (gpn
results in substantially the same | evel of groundwater containnent as an extraction rate of
12,000 gpm Therefore, the interimrenedy extraction rate has been reduced to 9,000 gpm (2)
EPA is specifying that the new extraction rate will be achieved as an average rate, not an

i nstantaneous rate; (3) EPA has decided to elimnate reinjection as a requirenent based on
projection that, on an annual basis, there will be excess water at the revised groundwater
extraction rate; and (4) EPA has decided that the specified average extraction rate need not be
met during tinmes when nitrate levels in the extracted groundwater exceed 50 ng/l, because under
this circunmstance a greater quantity of blending water will be required, leaving the Cty of
Bur bank | ess capacity to accept extracted groundwater for use as a public water supply.

ESD2 and the supporting docunentation will becone part of the Burbank QU Administrative Record.
Copi es of the Adm nistrative Record have been placed at the follow ng | ocations:

City of Burbank Public Library
110 North d enoaks Boul evard
Bur bank, CA 91502
818- 953- 9737

City of dendale Public Library
222 East Harvard Street
d endal e, CA 91205
818- 956- 2027

Il. Background
A Site background and description

The followi ng gives a brief background of the Burbank QU and a short summary of the renedy
selected in the ROD and nodified by ESDL. Further background information can be found in the RCD
(dated June 30, 1989), and in ESDl (dated Novenber 20, 1990), as well as in other docunents in

t he Burbank OU Adninistrative Record.

In June 1986, EPA eval uated the threat posed by groundwater contamination at a nunber of water
supply wellfields within the San Fernando Val l ey and Verdugo groundwater basins. The chi ef
contam nants of concern are trichloroethylene (TCE) and perchl oroethylene (PCE). As a result of



its investigation, EPA designated four wellfield areas as National Priorities List (NPL) site
EPA is managi ng the four sites as a single project consistent with CERCLA Section 104(d)(4).

The San Fernando Val |l ey Groundwater Basin has historically been an inportant source of drinking
water for the Los Angel es netropolitan area, including the Gty of Burbank. The groundwater
basi n provi des enough water to serve approxi nately 600, 000 residents.

G oundwat er extracted fromthe basin is especially inportant during years of drought. Due to
contami nation by volatile organic chemcals (VOCs), including TCE and PCE, beneficial use of the
groundwat er resource has been partially lost. Surface water supplies have replaced the |ost
resource, but are costly, and nmay not be available in the future due to periodic drought
conditions and the potential for changing water rights policy.

The Burbank QU is located within the San Fernando Val |l ey groundwater basin and enconpasses
wel I fields which were operated by the Gty of Burbank prior to being shut down as a result of
contam nation. The Burbank QU was specifically devel oped to address this areal extent of
groundwat er contam nati on

The Gty of Burbank's production wells have been shut down since the early 1980s because of the
presence of TCE and PCE in concentrations exceeding federal and state Maxi mum Contam nant Level s
(MCLs). Consequently, the city purchases close to one hundred percent of its water fromthe
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, which supplies surface water inported from
outside the San Fernando basin. (The city does operate a granul ar activated carbon groundwat er
extraction and treatnent plant during parts of the year, but the contribution of this plant
toward neeting the overall water demand is small.)

B. Sel ected renmedy as nodified by ESDL

The Burbank OU ROD selected the interimrenedy for an area of groundwater contam nation
generally located within the San Fernando Valley Area 1 Superfund Site. The ROD sel ected
extraction of contam nated groundwater, treatnent by air or steamstripping, and use of the
treated water as a public water supply by the Gty of Burbank. The interimrenedy was estinated
to cost $69 million over the 20 year planned length of the interimrenedy. ESDL added the
requirenent to blend the extracted, treated, water with a lower nitrate source in order to neet
nitrate MCLs. ESDL al so added the requirenent for reinjection of excess water that the city
coul d not accept due to water demand |limtations. The changes to the interi mrenedy caused by
ESDL were estimated to cost $8.8 nillion, raising the total estinated project cost to $77.8
mllion (in 1989/1990 dollars).

Based on anal yses conducted by the Los Angel es Departnent of Water and Power through their
consul tant Janes M Montgonery, in the Burbank QU Feasibility Study, the ROD specified that
groundwat er would be extracted and treated at a rate of 12,000 gpm This rate was consi dered
necessary in order to control plunme mgration and to initiate aquifer restoration. The 12,000
gpmrate was projected to hydraulically contain groundwater having a concentrati on of 100 parts
per billion (ppb) of TCE and 5 ppb of PCE. ESDl1 clarified that these |evels are not treatnent
goals to be attained in groundwater, but are to be used in designing the contai nment area to be
devel oped by the extraction wellfield

The ROD states that the water nust nmeet all existing federal and state MCLS and State Action
Levels (SALS). It also states that the water nust nmeet all drinking water treatnent technol ogy
requirenents. The treated water is being delivered to the Gty of Burbank's distribution system
for use as a public water supply. Use of the treated water in this nanner is considered
preferable to discharging the water to waste because it restores the groundwater resource to
beneficial use

Wth respect to neeting drinking water standards, ESD1 concluded that, based on new i nformati on
suggesting high nitrate levels in the groundwater, additional neasures were required to neet the
MCL for nitrate in the extracted and treated water. EPA decided to require blending of the
extracted and treated groundwater with a water supply lower in nitrates, such that the MCL is
achieved in water served to the public

Addition of the nitrate blending requirenent raised the possibility that the Gty of Burbank
woul d not be able to accept the total of water produced by the interimrenedy. This is because



nitrate bl ending raises water production, fromthe initially anticipated rate of 12,000 gpm to
a rate as high as 24,000 gpm Under ESD1, EPA decided to require reinjection of any excess
water, or water the Gty of Burbank could not use as a public water supply due to insufficient
demand. EPA al so identified Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirenents (ARARs)
pertaining to reinjection of extracted and treated groundwater, specifically, the "Statenent of
Policy with Respect to Maintaining Hgh Quality of Waters in California," which requires that
reinjected water not degrade existing water quality.

Under ESD1, EPA also clarified that the interi mremedy coul d be designed, constructed, and
operated in phases. Phasing the project allows for initial conpletion of a portion of the tota
extraction wellfield and capacity treatnent plant capacity. Qperation of this first phase of the
project allows collection of data on aquifer response and treatnent plant efficiency. This data
hel ps the design engineer to optimze the design of the follow ng project phases, and hel ps to
optim ze overall groundwater containnent and treatnent efficiency for the project.

Porti ons of the Burbank QU ROD and ESD1 have al ready been inplenmented through a 1992 Consent
Decree and a Unilateral Administrative Order. EPA also nade additional operational changes in
the interimrenedy in the 1992 consent decree, which was approved by the Central District of
California federal court. The 1992 consent decree, captioned United States of America v.
Lockheed Corporation et al., GCvil Action No. 91-4527 MRP (Tx), is included in the

Adm ni strative Record

Under the Consent Decree, Lockheed Martin and the City of Burbank have constructed the first
phase of the interimrenedy. Under the Unilateral Adm nistrative order, a group of parties
associated with six other Burbank facilities have constructed the blending facility, the purpose
of which is to reduce nitrates in the extracted, treated groundwater. The first phase of the
interimrenedy was conpl eted and became operational in January 1996. The first phase consists
of groundwater extraction and treatnent at a rate of 6,000 gpm blending with Metropolitan

Water District water, and use of the treated, blended water as a public water supply.

1. Summary of Significant Differences
ESD2 provides the follow ng changes to the interimrenedy:

1) EPA has lowered the interimrenedy extraction rate to 9,000 gom Based on additional study
of the local (Burbank QU) groundwater systemduring the Renedial Design phase, EPA has concl uded
that an extraction rate of 9,000 gpmresults in substantially the sanme |evel of groundwater
contai nnent as an extraction rate of 12,000 gpm Cost effectiveness is inproved at the | ower
extraction rate, not only due to the reduced cost of punping | ess water; but because the need to
construct and operate expensive reinjection facilities is elimnated. In addition, the | ower
extraction rate nakes it less likely that the upper groundwater zone w |l becone de-watered, and
thus will allow EPA to achieve its goal of preferentially punping the nost contaninated zones

2) EPA has decided to elinmnate reinjection as a requirenment. This decision is based on

proj ections that, under existing aquifer conditions, there will be no excess water (i.e. water
that cannot be used by the Gty of Burbank as a public water supply) produced at the revised
groundwat er extraction rate. The Gty of Burbank has committed to accept an annual average of
9,000 gpmfromthe interimrenedy facilities.

3) EPA is specifying that the 9,000 gpmextraction rate will be achi eved as an average rate, not
as an instantaneous rate. Due to elimnation of reinjection, the instantaneous rate will
fluctuate with the Gty of Burbank's water dermand. EPA recognizes that it will not be possible
to extract groundwater at a rate of 9,000 gpm twenty-four hours a day, three hundred and
sixty-five days a year. However, EPA s anal ysis suggests that under the worst scenario for
nitrates, groundwater can be extracted at a mninumrate of 8,500 gom EPA believes
protectiveness of hunan health and the environnment is naintained even at this slightly reduced
rate, which, if necessary, will only be necessary on an occasional basis. In order to naximze
t he anount of groundwater punped, EPA has decided to count groundwater extraction fromthe
city's granular activated carbon treatnment plant toward the 9,000 gpm average rate. This
wellfield will nost likely be used by the city during the summer to neet peak water denand. The
Cty of Burbank has agreed to naximze its use of treated groundwater. These deci sions and
agreenents are to be included in a second consent decree between EPA, the city, and nunerous
Bur bank parties.



4) EPA has decided to suspend the 9,000 gpmextraction rate requirenments during times when
nitrate levels in the extracted groundwater exceed 50 ng/l as nitrate. This decision is being
nmade to ensure that under no circunstances will the MCL for nitrate be exceeded in the treated
wat er . The ability to maintain an annual extraction rate of 9,000 gopmis not only dependent
on the Burbank's water denand, but al so upon nitrate concentrations the extracted groundwater
and in the blending water. It is possible that these concentrations may rise hi gh enough such
that, during periods of |ow water demand, it is not possible to extract an average of 9,000 gpm
and al so neet the nitrate MCL. However, as nentioned in the above paragraph, the city of

Bur bank has agreed to nmaximze its use of treated groundwater.

Lockheed Martin has estimated that changes to the interimremedy effected by ESD2 will reduce
i npl enentation costs by 49 mllion dollars (1995 dollars), and EPAis in agreenent with this
estimate.

IV. Explanation and Detail ed Description of Changes and d arifications

After the ROD and ESDL were signed, EPA received and reviewed new data fromits Alternative
Remedi al Contracting Strategy (ARCS) contractor CHRM Hi I, fromthe City of Burbank, and from
the Lockheed Martin Corporation, regarding the Burbank QU groundwater system This new
information included both data collected in the field (fromgroundwater nonitoring wells) and
the out put from conputer nodeling exercises. Reports and technical nenoranda were generated
conpiling this data, which project that the inplenentation of ESD2 will not reduce the
protectiveness of the Burbank QU interi mrenedy. Thus, EPA s conclusion in the ROD and ESD1 t hat
the interimrenedy is protective of human health and the environnent nas not changed. The new
and existing technical information that EPA relied upon to prepare ESD2 is identified in the
di scussion which follows, and this infornation can be found in the Burbank QU Admi nistrative
Record.

A Backgr ound

Based on this new infornmation, EPA has concluded that a | ower punping rate than originally
projected will result in the desired decree of containnent of the VOC contam nant plunme in the
vicinity of the Burbank OQU. This projection results froman inproved ability on EPA's part to
predi ct aquifer response to punping, nade possi bl e because real operating data is now avail abl e
from Phase 1 of the Burbank QU interi mrenmedy, which includes a 6,000 gpm groundwat er
extraction wellfield. In addition, the local groundwater flow nodels designed by CGHM H || and
by Lockheed Martin have undergone additional inprovenent and verification since the ROD was
witten. Results fromboth nodels predict that a 9,000 gpmextraction rate achi eves the goal s of
t he ROD.

EPA believes it is inportant to inplenent this change not only because it is based on sound
scientific analysis, but also because of cost savings to the project. Reducing the punping

rate allows elimnation of costly reinjection facilities required under ESDL. The | ower punping
rate al so ensures that EPA will be able to punp fromthe nost contam nated zones of the aquifer
wi thout dewatering the aquifer.

EPA, with the assistance of CHZM H ||, the Gty of Burbank, and Lockheed Martin, performed the
follow ng anal ysis in reaching these concl usion.

B. Opti ons

Whi |l e CERCLA Section 117 (c¢) and 40 C. F. R Section 300.435(c)(2)(i) nerely require an

expl anation of significant differences and the reason for these differences, ESD2 sets out

in detail four options regarding the rate of groundwater extraction, along with EPA's anal ysis
of these options. The four options are as foll ows:

1. Extraction and treatnment of an annual average of 6,000 gpm of groundwater fromthe existing
Phase 1 Burbank QU wellfield, with use of the treated water by the Gty of Burbank (this phase
of the project is currently in operation; therefore, if option 1 were selected, no further
construction would be required at the Burbank QU);

2. Extraction and treatnment of an annual average of 9,000 gpm of groundwater fromthe existing
Phase 1 Burbank QU welIfield, and the planned Phase 2 wellfield, with use of the treated water



by the Gty of Burbank

3. Extraction and treatment of an annual average of 12,000 gpm of groundwater fromthe
exi sting Phase 1 and proposed Phase 2 and Phase 3 Burbank QU wellfields, with use of the treated
water by the Gty of Burbank, with conveyance of excess water to other purveyors;

4. Extraction and treatment of an annual average of 12,000 gpm of groundwater fromthe

exi sting Phase 1 and proposed Phase 2 and Phase 3 Burbank QU wellfields, with use of the treated
water by the City of Burbank, and reinjection of excess water (this is the option selected by
the ROD as nodified by ESD1).

C Anal ysi s of options

The four options presented above were conpared with each other based on the nine criteria listed
and explained in the National Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 C F. R Section 300.430(e)(9)(iii)

The nine criteria and the results of the conparison of the options are presented in this
subsection. The nine criteria are as follows:

conpl i ance with ARARs

overall protection of hunman heal th and the environnent

short-termeffectiveness in protecting human health and the environnent

| ong-term effectiveness and pernanence in protecting human health and the environnent
reduction of toxicity, nmobility, and Vol ume of contam nants

technical and administrative feasibility of inplenentation

capital and operation and nai ntenance costs

stat e acceptance

communi ty acceptance

©CoNoGarWDRE

An anal ysis of the four options in terns of the above criteria foll ows.
1. Conpl i ance wi th ARARs

The Burbank OU ROD recogni zes that chem cal -specific ARARs for the groundwater itself will be
addressed in the final renedy. The renmedial action adopted pursuant to the ROD, ESDl, and ESD2
is an interimaction; therefore, chem cal-specific ARARs for the groundwater contam nant plune
do not apply to the activities taken pursuant to the ROD, ESD1, and ESD2

However for each of the four options being considered, drinking water standards, including state
and federal MCLs, source water nonitoring protocols, and treatnent technol ogy requirenents,

must be net. The existing treatnment plant designed under Phase 1 has been shown to neet these
standards during operation at flows up to 6,000 gpm Option 1 is essentially Phase 1 of the
Burbank QU interi mremedy, which EPA has previously concluded nmeets drinking water ARARs.

The Phase 1 Burbank QU treatment plant is currently being operate to neet all standard state
drinking water requirements and several special conditions, as specified in the public water
supply operating permt issued to the Gty of Burbank by the California Departnent of Health
Services (DHS). Since the treatnment plant was designed with excess capacity, and can produce up
to 9,000 gpmwith no loss in treatnment efficiency, EPAis confident that Qption 2 will al so neet
drinking water ARARs. Options 3 and 4 would require nodification to the treatnent plant, but EPA
is also confident that such nodifications could be performed such that these standards woul d be
met .

The treatnment standards applicable to the Burbank QU treatment systemwere initially established
in the ROD. The ROD required that the treatnent systemneet MCLs for all constituents (other
than nitrates). Because water fromthe Burbank QU treatnent systemis covered offsite for use
as a public water supply, and applicable drinking water standards may change, the consent
decrees governing operation of the treatnent plant recogni ze that EPA may identify requirenents
promul gated after the date of the ROD as ARARs in accordance with section 300. 430
(f)(D)(ii)(B)(1) of the NCP. That section requires attaining (or waiving) requirenents

promul gated after the date of the ROD where necessary to protect human health or the
environnent. This ESD does not change the treatnent standards for operation of the treatnent

pl ant.



Wth respect to groundwater reinjection, ARARs include the California Regional Water Quality
Control Board's (RWQXCB) Non-degradation Policy, and Resource Conservati on and Recovery Act
(RCRA) Section 3020. The only option studied which involves reinjection is Qoption 4.

Any water reinjected on-site nust neet all action-specific ARARs for reinjection. The
reinjection nmust neet the "Statement of Policy Wth Respect to Maintaining Hgh Quality of
Waters in California," which requires that reinjected water not unreasonably degrade existing
water quality. N trates are of concern with respect to reinjection; to avoi d degradati on, water
fromthe Burbank QU treatnent plant would have to be reinjected into an area of the aquifer
contai ning as high or higher nitrate concentrations.

RCRA Section 3020 provides that the ban on the disposal of hazardous waste into a fornation

whi ch contains an underground source of drinking water shall not apply to the injection of
contam nated groundwater into the aquifer if: (i) such reinjection is part of a response action
under CERCLA; (ii) such contam nated groundwater is treated to substantially reduce hazardous
constituents prior to such reinjection; and (iii) such response action will, upon conpletion, be
sufficient to protect hunan health and the environnent.

Conpl i ance with reinjection ARARs could be problematic for inplenentation of Qption 4 due to
high nitrate levels in the extracted and treated groundwater, and limted areas of the aquifer
avai l able for reinjection based on ARARs criteria

Based on consideration of drinking water ARARs, Options 1, 2, and 3 are considered equival ent.
ption 4 is considered | ess favorable than Qptions 1-3 due to potential difficulties in neeting
reinjection ARARs.

2. Overall protection of hunman heal th and the environnent

Options 1-4 are all protective of human health and the environnent. |In each case, direct threat
of human contact with contam nated groundwater has been mnimzed. Extracted groundwater is
being treated to neet drinking water standards before being served to the public. Therefore, the
sel ection of any of the options for interimrenedial action would result in no change in
protection to hunman health and the environnent fromthat achi eved under the interimrened a
action established in the ROD and ESDL

ptions 2-4 all inhibit the spreading of the VOC plune to downgradient wellfields, and al ong
with federal and state source water nonitoring requirenents mnimze the |ikelihood that

contam nated water from downgradi ent wells would be served to the public. As far as the degree
of overall containment is concerned, based on studies performed by CHZM H Il and Lockheed, EPA
believes that protection of the aquifer is adequate under Qptions 2,3, and 4, and nay be
adequat e under Option 1. This issue is discussed further in the section on long-term
protectiveness bel ow.

ptions 1-4 all protect the environnent fromcontact with contami nated groundwater. Under al
four options, extracted groundwater is being treated and used as a public water supply and is
not bei ng discharged to the land surface. Qption 4 differs fromthe other three options in that
it requires reinjection of excess water. As long as reinjection ARARs are followed, Option 4
will not result in degradation of groundwater quality.

3. Short-termeffectiveness in protecting human health and the environnent

The anal ysis regarding short-termeffectiveness of the Burbank QU interimrenedy in protecting
human health and the environnent does not differ fromthe above analysis of overall protection
of human health and the environment. Options 1-4 are all protective in the short-term Phase of
the Burbank QU project has already been constructed, and treated groundwater is bei ng provided
to the residents of the Gty of Burbank without negative inpact; therefore, Qption 1 would not
produce additional short-terminpacts

Options 1-4 would require additional construction activity. The only potential additiona
short-terminpact to hunan health and the environnent would be limted to mnor, standard
construction concerns such as exposure to w nd-bl own dust, and noise inpacts. The well drilling
activities necessitated under these three options would be linmted to one to two nonths in
duration, would produce very little airborne dust, and noise would be linted to daytinme hours



Option 2 woul d not produce any other short-terminpacts. Qptions 3 and 4 would require an
upgrade of the Burbank QU treatnment plant, but this would consist of nodifications to an

exi sting plant and woul d not require significant excavation or earth noving activities, merely
the addition or nodification of existing physical conponents to the plant.

EPA bel i eves any construction inpacts would be mninmal, and that Options 1-4 are all protective
of human health and the environnent in the short-term

4. Long-term effecti veness and pernanence in protecting human health and the environnent

Options 1-4 would all maintain reliable protection of human health and the environnent over

tine. Mnor differences arise in the permanence of the various options. Since this is an interim
remedi al action, and the action itself is not considered permanent, pernmanence has not been
considered a major factor in this evaluation

However, in ranking the options with respect to pernanence, EPA has eval uated to what degree
they would contribute to aquifer restoration. Qption 2 results in the greatest nass renoval of
PCE and TCE, suggesting that the conbination of punping rate and |ocation of extraction wells is
optimzed under this alternative. The other options result in a simlar degree of nass renoval
with differences of only a few percent. This suggests that the 20 year period of groundwater
extraction, which is not changed by the ESD, nay be the controlling factor for mass renoval. One
unknown factor in this analysis is how nmuch nass will continue to enter the groundwater system
over the 20 year period of tine. The final renmedy will attenpt to assess this effect and will
attenpt to address permanence in a nore thorough anal ysis.

A conparison of mass renoval for Options 1-4 over 20 years is presented below. These figures
derive froman anal ysis perforned by Lockheed Martin Corporation and reviewed by EPA, and EPA' s
consultant CGHZM H 1. (See the Admi nistrative Record: docurment entitled Eval uation of
Extraction Scenarios for the BQU, dated March 20, 1995, prepared by Hydro-Search, Inc.) The
conpari son of percent renoval uses as a baseline the Burbank QU groundwater plune as defined by
the 5 ppb contour line. Percent renoval refers to the percentage of the mass within the 5 ppb
contour which is renmoved by the Burbank QU extraction wells over the 20 year projected | ength of
the interi mrenedy.

As noted, the anpunt of nmss renoved is greater at a 9,000 gpmextraction rate (Option 2) than
at a 12,000 gpmextraction rate (Qption 4). This is due to the need to neet reinjection ARARs
for nitrates under Option 4. The locations where reinjection wells nay be placed to neet ARARs
are not favorable for mass renoval, because under Qption 4, the treated water nust be reinjected
in an area close to the extraction wells. The reinjected water actually displaces and dilutes
contam nated water such that overall renoval efficiency for TCE and PCE decreases.

Table 1 - Mass Renoval Over Twenty Years

% mass PCE renoved % nmass TCE renoved
Option 11 89 73
Option 22 92 78
Option 33 91 78
Option 44 88 75

1 6,000 gpm punping rate, no reinjection

2 9,000 gpm punping rate, no reinjection

3 12,000 gpm punping rate, no reinjection

4 12,000 gpm punping rate, with reinjection

The only other long-termprotectiveness issue relates to air em ssions fromthe Burbank QU
treatnent plant. The off-gas fromthe plant's aeration towers contains TCE and PCE nol ecul es

whi ch have been stripped fromthe groundwater. Al though this off-gas is treated with the use of
ai r-phase granul ar activated carbon, a snmall quantity of TCE and PCE (less than 1% of the tota
present in the off-gas) is released to the atnosphere at an el evation of approximately sixty
feet above the ground surface. The South Coast Air Quality Managenent District has reviewed the
em ssion levels and found themwell within ARARs for air em ssions. EPA believes that em ssions
fromQptions 1-4 will not negatively inpact human health and the environnment, due to the | ow



| evel of em ssions, and due to their em ssion at a significant hei ght above ground surface, away
from peopl e.

Nonet hel ess, Options 1-4 can be ranked in terns of overall emssions. The |ower the groundwater
extraction rate, the lower the rate of TCE and PCE renoval, and the lower the rate of TCE and
PCE em ssions. Qption 1 at a groundwater extraction rate of 6,000 gpmresults in the least air
em ssions. Qption 2 perforns the next best in this respect. Qptions 3 and 4 result in slightly
hi gher eni ssi ons.

5. Reduction of toxicity, mobility, and vol unme of contam nants

As stated above, EPA has eval uated to what degree the four options will contribute to nass
removal .  Mass renoval of contaminants relates very closely to reduction in toxicity and

vol ume of contaminants in the groundwater. Based on EPA' s evaluation, all four options woul d
result in simlar degrees of reduction in toxicity and vol ure.

An assessnent has al so been nade regarding the degree of hydraulic control Options 1-4 woul d
exert over the groundwater contam nation (Evaluation of Extraction Scenarios for the BQU, dated
March 20, 1995, prepared by Hydro-Search). The degree of hydraulic control achieved rel ates
very closely to reduction in nobility of the contami nants. The foll owi ng conparison of hydraulic
control is nade based upon the groundwater plune as defined by the 5 ppb contour |ine (percent
control refers to the percentage of the area within the 5 ppb contour which is contained, i.e
whi ch does not nove downgradient):

Table 2 - Hydraulic Control Over Twenty Years

% control PCE % control TCE
Option 15 66 51
Option 26 72 60
Option 37 74 68
Option 48 71 58

5 6,000 gpm punping rate, no reinjection

6 9,000 gpm punping rate, no reinjection

7 12,000 gpm punping rate, no reinjection

8 12,000 gpm punping rate, with reinjection

Based on this analysis, Qption 3 would result in the greatest reduction in nobility,
particularly with respect to control of the TCE plune. Options 2, 3, and 4 control to a simlar
degree the PCE plume. Option 1 clearly results in a | esser degree of control. Qption 3 turns
out to be nore efficient than Option 4, despite the fact that these options use the sane punping
rate of 12,000 gpm because based on current projections nitrate levels in the aquifer will not
accommodat e reinjection in hydraulically advantageous |ocations. A hydraulically advantageous

| ocation woul d be one where the reinjected water woul d assist in plunme contai nment. ARARs
requirenents would restrict the placenent of reinjection well's in areas where groundwat er
qual ity woul d not be degraded, neaning in areas where nitrates in groundwater are higher than
nitrates in the water to be reinjected. If reinjected wells could be placed in the nost
hydraul i cal | y advant ageous | ocations, Option 4 would be slightly superior to Option 3 in this
regard

When the interimrenedial action is conplete, EPA projects that contamnation will remain in the
groundwat er under each of the four options. The final renmedial action will determ ne howto
address this renmining contam nati on

Based on current data, Qptions 2 and 3 appear superior in terns of this criterion, but al
options fulfill the goal of the RODto partially control the nmovenent and spread of groundwater
contaminants in the Burbank QU area, while contributing to aquifer restoration

6. Techni cal and administrative feasibility of inplenentation

The technical differences between the four options are as foll ows:



. Option 1 would require no additional construction. (Qption 1 has al ready been
inpl enented as Phase 1 of the interimrenedy; therefore, it has been proven

feasible.)

. Option 2 woul d require construction of 3,000 gpm of additional extraction wellfield
capacity.

. Option 3 woul d require construction of 6,000 gpm of additional extraction wellfield

capacity, plus a 3,000 gpmupgrade to treatnent facility capacity.

. Option 4 woul d require construction of 6,000 gpm of additional extraction wellfield
capacity, plus a 3,000 gpmupgrade to treatnent facility capacity, plus construction
of a 8,500 gpmreinjection wellfield.

In general, technical inplenentability increases in conplexity as construction tasks are added
to a project. Sone construction tasks are nore conpl ex than others; for exanple, construction
of areinjection wellfield is nore conplicated than construction of an extraction wellfield due
to nore conplex well specifications intended to reduce clogging of the well screens. Using this
rationale, Qption 4 is nore conplex than Qption 3, which is nore conplex than Qption 2, which is
nore conplex than Option 1. As stated above, Option 1 has al ready been inplenented technically
(as well as adnministratively).

Ease of operation also factors into inplenentability. Application of proven technol ogy generally
reduces uncertainty of inplenmentability, while application of a new technol ogy increases
uncertainty. Options 1, 2, and 3 all use common technol ogy, while Option 4, by adding
reinjection, uses a technology that has not been inplenented widely in the geographic region of
t he Burbank QU.

Adm nistratively, Options 1, 2, and 3, would be relatively sinple because they would follow the
framewor k devel oped during start-up of Phase 1 Burbank QU interimrenedy. As part of Phase 1
start-up, EPA the Gty of Burbank, Lockheed Martin Corporation, and DHS reached agreenent on
operational plans for the facility. Once again, Qption 1, since it has been constructed and
placed in operation, is not expected to present any admnistrative difficulties.

Construction of additional facilities, which would be necessary under Qptions 2, 3 and 4, would
require amending the Cty of Burbank's public water supply operating permt, issued by DHS

Al though this would be an additional admnistrative task, EPA is confident that additiona
permt conditions required by virtue of the addition of such facilities, would be achievabl e.

Option 3 woul d have the administrative conplication of commtting additional purveyors to accept
water the Gty of Burbank could not accept. It is not likely that these additional purveyors
would be willing to sign a consent decree, the chosen inplenentati on docunment for the interim
remedy. Lockheed Martin Corporation and the Gty of Burbank have both attenpted, without success
as of the date of this ESD2, to obtain the commtnent of other |ocal purveyors to accept Burbank
QU water. Wthout this conmitnent, there is a good deal of uncertainty whether 12,000 gpm of
groundwat er coul d be purveyed on a routine basis, during periods when the Gty of Burbank could
not accept the entire production of the Burbank QU facilities

Option 4 woul d be nore conplicated to i nplenent admnistratively due to the likely increased
invol venent of a regulatory agency, RAMXB, in the process. RWXB has previously expressed
reservations about reinjection based on water quality degradation concerns. However, EPA
believes this additional adm nistrative step would not present a barrier to inplenentation

Based on technical and adm nistrative considerations, Qptions 1 and 2 considered superi or
Options 3 and 4 have administrative conplications, which would need to be resolved prior to
inplenentation. Option 3 nay present a barrier to inplenmentation while Option 4 probably does
not .

7. Capital and operation and nai ntenance costs
The foll owi ng di scussion conpares the costs of Qptions 1-4 on a net present value basis. Costs

i nclude construction and 20 years of operation and mai ntenance. These costs are not based on
the original estinmates set forth in the ROD and in ESDl, but are based on nobre recent estinates



prepared by a consultant to Lockheed Martin Corporation, the entity which has undertaken design
and construction of the interi mrenedy under EPA oversight. (See the Administrative Record:
docunent entitled Burbank Operable Unit Costs Conparison Summary, dated March 20, 1995, prepared
by Parks, Palnmer, Turner & Yenenidjian. These estimates were independently reviewed by CHM
HIl, EPA's ARCS contractor. Therefore, the actual cost of the Phase 1 Burbank QU treatnent
facilities constructed by Lockheed Martin, the Gty of Burbank, and six other businesses, has
been incorporated into these estimates. CHMH I1's analysis is presented in a menorandum
entitled Review of Burbank Operable Unit Costs Conparison Summary, dated Novenber 11, 1996. EPA
has concluded that the cost estinmates prepared by Lockheed Martin used appropriate assunptions
and are therefore appropriate for purposes of conparison of alternatives.

Option 1 is the least expensive of the four options. The capital cost for this option is
estimated at $31 million in 1996 dollars. The present value of the 20 years of operation and
mai ntenance is estimated at $88 mllion. Therefore, the total net present value of Option 1 is
estimated at $119 mllion. Econom c assunptions used by Lockheed Martin's consultant in this
anal ysis are as follows: a discount rate of 8% was used; an inflation rate of 3% was used;
calculations are in 1995 doll ars.

Option 2 nore expensive than Qption 1 but | ess expensive than Option 3. The capital cost for
this option is estinated at $38 mllion in 1996 dollars. The present value of 20 years of
operation and naintenance is estinmated at $93 mllion. Therefore, the total net present val ue
for Option 2 is estimated at $131 million.

ption 3 is nore expensive than option 2 but | ess expensive than Option 4. The Capital cost for
this option is estinated at $49 mllion in 1996 dollars. The present value of 20 years of
operation and naintenance is estimated at $97 million Therefore, the total net present value for
Option 3 is estimated at $146 nillion.

Option 4 is the nost expensive of the four options. The capital cost for this option is
estimated at $70 million in 1996 dollars. The present value of 20 years of operation and

mai ntenance is estimated at $110 mllion. Therefore, the total net present value for Option 4 is
estimated at $180 mllion.

For purposes of conparison, this information is set out in the follow ng table:

Table 3 - Cost Conparison

Option Capi tal oM Tot al

19 $31 mllion $ 88 mllion $119 mllion
210 $38 mllion $93 mllion $131 mllion
311 $49 mllion $ 97 mllion $146 mllion
412 $70 mllion $110 mllion $180 million

9 6,000 gpm punping rate, no reinjection
10 9,000 gpm punping rate, no reinjection
11 12,000 gpm punping rate, no reinjection
12 12,000 gpm punping rate, with reinjection

8. State acceptance

EPA has coordinated with state agencies throughout this project, specifically RNXB, the
California Departnent of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), and DHS. These agencies either
accepted, or did not object to, the interimrenedy originally designated by the ROD and ESDL.
The Administrative Record details the comuni cati ons between EPA and these State agencies

t hroughout the interi mrenedy sel ecti on process.

Regardi ng the renedy discussed in the ROD and ESD1, the record reflects that the RAMXB supports
the use of the treated water as drinking water, provided that all requirenments for the serving
of public drinking are net. RWXB agrees that reinjection nay be i nplenented as | ong as
conpliance is achieved with respect to the "Statenent of Policy Wth Respect to Mintaining H gh
Quality Waters in California." (See the Adm nistrative Record: letter dated June 8, 1990, from
Hank Yacoub, RWMXB, to Alisa Geene, EPA, letter dated June 20, 1990, from Robert CGhirelli,



RANXB, to Alisa Geene, EPA)

The record reflects that neither DISC nor DHS stated a preference or rejection of any of the
options presented in the ROD and ESDL. (See the Admi nistrative Record: letter dated May 15,
1990, from Ham d Saebfar, DISC, to Alisa Geene, EPA and letter dated June 11, 1990, from Gary
Yamanoto, DHS to Alisa Geene, EPA)

In addition to review ng the Adm nistrative Record through the ROD and ESD1, EPA notified the
state agenci es regarding the proposed changes whi ch woul d be nade by ESD2. Neither RWQCB nor
DTSC provided witten comrents on the options presented in ESD2. However, as stated above, EPA
al so has presented EPA's position on the ESD2 options to the state and ot her agencies at
quarterly Managenent Committee nmeetings. EPA' s understandi ng based on exchanges with
representatives fromthese agencies is that neither RMXB nor DTSC objects to EPA s approach

DHS did provide witten comments on the changes proposed by ESD2, but did not state a preference
for any of the options presented herein. (See the Adm nistrative Record: |letter dated Septenber
6, 1996, from Gary Yarmanoto, DHS, to David Seter, EPA') DHS raised the issue that "limting the
punping rate to a maxi mumof 9,000 gpmand the elimnation of the re-injection option nmay limt
U S EPA s future success in containing the contamnant plune." In response to this coment,
EPA bel i eves the analysis presented in this ESD2, in terns of the nine NCP criteria, thoroughly
considers the inpact of the various options including the inpact on plune containnent.

Specifically, the nitrate levels currently projected in the aquifer do not accommodate
reinjection in hydraulically advantageous |ocations. The Gty of Burbank has already agreed to
maximze its use of treated groundwater, which will be an average of 9,000 gpm An extraction
rate of 9,000 gpmwi thout reinjection thus acconplishes better hydraulic control than an
extraction rate of 12,000 gpmw th reinjection

9. Communi ty acceptance

The basi c groundwater extraction and treatnent concepts being evaluated in ESD2 do not differ
greatly fromthe concepts evaluated in the ROD and in ESD1L. The sane degree of treatnment will
be applied to water nade available as a public water supply. During the thirty day comrent
period provided for by EPA during the devel opnent of ESD1, there were no comments submitted by
the public.

In addition, EPA publish notice of availability of this ESD2 in a |ocal newspaper of genera
circulation, and will consider any comments submtted by the public as required by 40 C F.R
Section 300. 825(c).

D. Deci si on on options

Based on the above analysis of Options 1-4, EPA has chosen Option 2, which consists of
groundwat er extraction at an average rate of 9,000 gpm treatnent by air stripping and granul ar
activated carbon to renove VOCs, nitrate reduction by blending with a lownitrate water source

and use the treated and bl ended water by the Gty of Burbank as a public water supply.

Option 2 was chosen because:

1) it performs equally as well as Qptions 3 and 4 and better than Qption 1 at renoving
contam nant nass over a 20 year period of tine;

2) it perfornms substantially as well as Option 3 and better than Qptions 1 and 4 at
retarding mgration of the groundwater contami nation plune;

3) its total inplenentation cost is:

$15 mllion less than Option 3
$49 mllion less than Qption 4;
4) it avoids the potential administrative difficulties of Options 3 (identifying
addi tional water purveyors) and 4 (resolving reinjection regulatory issues);
5) it conplies with ARARs;
6) it is protective of human health and the environnent.

This is an interimrenedy. |In the future, after the Burbank OU facilities have been operationa
for a substantial period of tine, the optinmal extraction rate nay be better determ ned. This



information will eventually factor into a decision on the final remedy. But for the purposes of
ESD2, the data suggest that a groundwater extraction rate of 6,000 gpmnmay be too | ow to neet

t he groundwat er contai nnent objective. However, the data do not justify the added expense of
raising punping to a rate of 12,000 gpm EPA has concluded that the Option 2 rate of 9,000 gpm
is a reasonable, efficient, and cost-effective solution

Al t hough under ideal conditions punping 12,000 gpm woul d provi de greater containnent than
punping 9,000 gpm the reality of the ground water systemas it exists in Burbank presents
certain limtations. Under ideal conditions, nitrate levels would be | ow enough to neet ARARs
reinjection requirenents in areas determned to be hydraulically advantageous to reinjection
This is not the case, and is not likely to be the case throughout the tine frane for
inplenentation of the interi mrenedy. Because reinjection nust take place in hydraulically

di sadvant ageous | ocations, the effectiveness of Option 4 is | essened.

The Option 2 punping rate is 9,000 gpm which represents a 25%reduction in punping versus
Options 3 and 4. Yet, according to analysis performed by Lockheed Martin with which EPA
concurs, Qption 2 is superior containment to Option 4 and provides only slightly |ess

contai nnent than Option 3. 13 Furthernore, cost savings for Qption 2 are significant (a savings
of 27% versus Option 4).

Al t hough additional cost savings are projected fromfurther reducing the punping rate to 6,000
gpm (Option 1), EPA believes that, should water levels increase in the aquifer system capture
could fall bel ow acceptable |evels under this option. As long as 9,000 gpm can be extracted and
used without being wasted or reinjected, EPA concludes that Qption 2 presents the best bal ance
of reducing nmobility of contam nants and cost-effectiveness.

As described above, EPA has al so concluded that, for the purposes of |ong-term containnent,
groundwat er extracti on need not equal 9,000 gallons per mnute each day. This is why EPA has set
a goal of 9,000 gallons per mnute as an annual average instead of an instantaneous average.

EPA al so believes its approach of allow ng reduced groundwater extraction during periods of high
nitrate concentration increases protectiveness to public health without adversely affecting

| ong-t erm cont ai nnent.

V. Support Agency Conmments

The State of California agencies discussed in Section |IV.C. 8 above are the support agencies for
this action. Their comments are addressed in that section

VI. Summary of Sel ected Renedy

The interimrenedy for the Burbank Operable Unit, as selected in the ROD and as nodified by ESD1
and ESD2, consists of groundwater extraction at an average rate of 9,000 gpm treatnent by air
stripping and granul ar activated carbon to renove VOCs, nitrate reduction by blending with a | ow
nitrate water source, and use of the treated and bl ended water by the Gty of Burbank as a
public water supply.

13 This conpari son was based upon the degree of hydraulic control exerted by the various
options on the TCE PCE groundwat er plune.

VIl. Statutory Determ nations

Consi dering the new information that has been devel oped, the EPA believes that the interim
remedy as nodified by ESD2 renmins protective of human health and the environnent, conplies with
federal and state requirenents that are applicable or relevant and appropriate to this interim
remedi al action, and is cost effective. In addition, this renedy satisfies the statutory
preference for renedi es that enploy treatnment which pernmanently and significantly reduces the
volunme, toxicity or nobility of the hazardous substances as a principal elenent. It also
conplies with the statutory preference for renedies that utilize pernanent solutions and
alternative treatnent technol ogi es or resource recovery technol ogies to the maxi mum extent
practicable. The changes and clarifications contained in ESD2 are significant but do not
fundanental Iy change the renedy. They do not change the decision to conduct an interimpunp and
treat action to inhibit the spreading of the contam nated groundwater plune and to begin aquifer
restoration. They also do not alter the technol ogies used in the interimrenedy.



VI11. Public Participation Activities

EPA has presented these changes to the renedy in the formof an Expl anati on of Significant

Di fferences because the changes are of a significant, but not fundanental, nature. The basic
groundwat er extraction and treatnment concepts being evaluated in ESD2 do not differ greatly from
the concepts evaluated in the ROD, and in ESD1. ESD2 and underlying i nformati on have been added
to the Burbank QU Admi nistrative Record. Additional provisions for public coment are not
required for an ESD (see 40 C F.R Section 300.435 (c)(2)(i)), and EPA is not providing a fornal
public comment period for ESD2. However, EPA has published notice of the availability of ESD2
in a local newspaper as required by 40 CF.R Section 300.435 (c)(2)(i)(B), and per 40 CF.R
Section 300.825, will consider any significant comrents submitted in a tinely manner.



